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C , Despite a lack of consensus on theoretical
perspectives on public relations and variations in the ways it and.

interpersonal communication are defined, public relations-may be

. related to interpersondl communication in three ways: (1) it is

two-way communicatidn, (2) it js personal, and (3) it is relational.
Even in activities having the highest persuasive purposes, such as
managing social, economic, and,political,issugs,,public'relations‘
focusses on two-way communication, Interpersonal communication

. .explains this two-way communication. Public relations functions are
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impersoral., Public relations practitioners act as "linking pins,"
individuals occupying positions both in the organization and in some
external system. This idea needs further consideration on the
interpersonal communicatién level. Finally, public relations is
relational. This means that.as interpersonal communication it
‘provides information between communicants beyond content. (JL)
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" Those~ enterinq public relations occupations are most 1ike1y to have studied
-pubiic reiations in undergraduate Journaiism departments These deﬁartménts,

nationally, administer 49 5 percent of the univers1ty and college public reiations

. programs, according to a 1981 survey by A]bert Walker, of the status and trends in

"pubiic re1ations education in United States senior colleges and universities 1

/ PubTic re]ations study in Journaiism departments has remained uncha]]enqed "f.: )
ﬁéough Naiker notes that since 1970 ”a trend is 1ndicated toward more speciaiized':'
/interdiscipiinary approach and away from the Journaiism infiuence nl £urrent1y,‘

18 9 percent of the ufiversities respondinq to’ the Walker survey offer pubiic reia;

tions courses. through their speech communication deoartments

e1ations as a ‘course oF study in speech communication departments .

is -not wijthout controversy Publié reiations (and advertising and organizationaii ’
communieation) were calTled "theoreticaiiy vacuous“ degree offerinqs in a 1981
SCA Spectra editorial. 3 Letters fo]iowed argu1ng that such degree offerings were:

important to preparing students for non- academic careers and for recognizing the'
4 - -’

8

diyerSityvof speech communication
. This paper proposes - that pubiic relations -has conceptuai ties to interpersona1
. commupication study. Other papers have presented ties between puﬁTic reiations
and such speech communication perspectives as organizationa1 communication,.persuasion
and rhetoric, and mass communicaiten. 5 | | | '
- In describing interpersona1 communication concepts relevant to pub@ic reiations;,\%
there are two 1imitations to be noted (1) the lack of concensus on theoreticai
'perspectives; and (2) the variations in definitions of interpersona1 communication
‘and pubiic re]ations First, in both the study of public re1ations and of 1nter— -
persona] compunication, there is yet to be concensus geached on -what will be the, .
-social- and/or phiiosophicai science theoretica1 perspectives Public re1ations
. pubiications are w1de1y known to be descriptive and not oriented toward research
and theory' HeSse initiated a study of poiiticai communication strategies in a

[:R\j: recent Public Re]ations Review artic]e by stating

. \ . .
WA providea by Enic: ')" . a,
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e - .. a study in 1975. reported the body of know]edqe in
¥ T public relations is-Timited to descr1pt1ve research. - ,
' Little true theory exists. It is no wonder ‘than that -
. * the 'professionalism' movement of public. ré&at1ons has
been stymied. One of the necessary conditions in ‘the
deve]opmeng of a profession is a. systematic body of -
know]edge - ‘ s

4 -

Public relations writings d%mnot cons1der particulafly Speech commun1cat1on
theory or concepts The authors of the four most widely used oub11c re1at1ons
texts, accord1no to the wa1ker study, attest to the "vast overs1mp1t£3cat1on" ot '
the1r treatment of commun1cat1on theory and of the commun1cat1on process. & An ‘

1mportant except1on is the' work .of Grun1g who app11ed organ1zat1ona1 commUn1cat1on

theory to pub11c relations.8 ' L T N
3 \ . .
P Interpersona] commun1cat1onvstudy current1y has several metatheoret1ca1 orien-

B

tat1ons There are, accord1ng to Pearce ”c]ear]y a number of 1nd1qenous d1sc1p11nes

of 1nterpersona1 c?mmun1cat1on which vary cons1derab1y in metatheoret1ca1 orienta- -

a4

tion."d Among the most v1s1b1e were the I111no1s Construct1v1sts,awoe1fe1 and 7

~F1nk S Measur1nq Commun1cat1on Processes Ga111eo Theory and Method netWork

.

ana1ys1s, Cushman S ru]es perspect1ve, Pearce and Cronen's coord1nated management

a

- of mean1nq, Miller! S comp11ance qa1n1nq strateg1es McCroskey s work on conmun1cat1on

QA N

apprehens1on, and qroups roughly 1dent1f1ed as th1nk1ng about 1nterpersoan1

i AT AR —— -~ -

. commun1cat1on as "interactional. w10

There is a 11m1tat1on in re]at1nq public re1at1ons to 1nterpersona1 conmun1cat1on

secause the definitions of both pub11c re]at1ons and 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on

vary. Public relations has become synonoymous W1th public affaﬂrs, promot1ons, pub11— :

»

city, market1ng, fundra1s1ng and’ commun1ty relations, to name a few a]ternate
r
ccupatnona1 t1t1es * Public re1at1ons functxons are found in such sett1nqs as cor—

porate, qovernment, assoc1at1ons and vo]untary agencies, educat1ona1 and cu1tura1

[4

1nst1tut1ons, and po11t1ca1 part1es

Interpersonal commun1catTon is var1ous1y def1ned “Three definitions that

»»»»» . . - v
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d1fferent1ate 1nterpersona1 from non1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on are: (1) definitions

l

}that fbcus on the source of norms, when 1nd1v1dua1 or pr1vate rather ‘than” soc1a1

Al

norms or ru]es govern 1nteract1on, (2) def1n1t1ons emphas1z1ng the ru]es which

;coord1nate the act1v1ty of 1nd1v1dua1s in regard to thecpresentat1on, deve1opment,

t

and va11dat1on of 1nd1v1dua1 se1f concepts, and (3 ) def1n1t1on pred1cated on the

:»-type of 1nformat1on upon.. which 1nd1v1dua1s base their cho1ce of commun1cat1on

./

strategy 11 - } . ’j' : No. f

There does seem in these three group1ngs genera]]y to be a break from the

’

s1tuat1on def1n1t1ons of 1nterpers0na1 communication, that required a. certaﬁn

~

~ number of part1c1pants, etc., and from the interpersonal qua11t1es def1n1t1ons,-"

S

'ceptua11z1ng at a much abstract 1eve1 than mass commun1cat10n "academics have attempted

" Public Re]at1ons~Soc1ety,of Amer1ca (PRSA) at its 1982 national convent1on The

L3

as e.g. more feedback or more 1mmed1acy 12 .

r

These theoret1ca1 and def1n1t1ona1 11m1ts are important. What will be .

—

g =
connected between 1ntenpersona1 commun1cat1on and pub11c re]at1ons w111 not bé by\\§\\\\\\\\
accepted definitions, . theor1es or metatheories; but, 1nsﬁead re]ated ggpotheses,.

concepts, and var1ab1es that appear to be representat1ve of the pub]Tc re]at1ons

L4

and 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on 11terature

What Is Pub11c Re]at1ons7 R

&
7

To me]ate public re1at1ons to 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on w111 mean a con-

In her study of twelve introductory mass: commun1cat1on textbooks, C11ne found that

‘

the authors assigned pub11c relations to the ro]e of. "bastard stepch11d of communi-

cat1ons -- the role one adopts 1n order to sell out and become a flack 1f one | A

doesn t,Jﬁke the low wages of Journa11sm "13 - ¢« IR ' <7 >
» . .

Th1s paper selects the pub11c re]at1ons descr1pt1on off1c1a11y adopted by the

beginning'paragraph'describes pub]ic re]at1ons as,

e 0 - - . - . °
5, .- - - £
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, he1p1ng our-complex, p]ura11st1c society to reach R ]
definitions and* functions more effectively- by contr1but1ng
t6 mutual understand1ng among "groups and institutions. It
‘serves to bring pr1vate and pu611c po11c1es into harmony..
[} "

»Th1s pub11c re]at1ons descr1pt1on 1dent1f1es severa] pub11c re]at1ons funct.ons -

°

and processes. The ‘public; re1at|ons funct1ons encompass: (1) ana1yz1ng pub11c '

J

op1nlon, att1tudes, and issues; (2)-counseling management regard1ng courses of act1on‘

1

and commun1cat1ons to ach1eve pub11c understand1ng, and (4) carry1ng out efforts to

v

1nf1uence pub11c po11cy ) b o R

14

' The‘pub11c re]at1ons process “ut1T1zes a var1ety of professaOna1 cdmmun1cat1on
sk111s and p1ays an 1nterpretatﬂve ro]e both, w1th1n the organ1zat]on and between* :
- ¥ TR
the organ1zat1on and the externa] env1ronment "15 : ) T s

The PRSA def1n1t1on 1s one .among many in publac re]at1ons wr1t1ngs It s

»

representat1ve of the def1n1t1ons 1nc1uded 1n the four most w1de1y adopted pub11c‘

4

'relations textbooks (See Table 1). .

What Is- Interpersona] Commun1cat1on?

Anderson, - in his review of" 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on across three decades
sé

advances two:approaches to defining 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on Trad1t1ona11y. most

‘def1n1t1ons of 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on view it as occurr1ng at a “1eve1“ between

.'1ntrapersona1 commun1cat1on ‘and mass communication. rh1s»"1eve1“ perspect1ve is

When commun1cat1on 1s 1nterpersona1 1t is: marked by a
qua11tat1ve shift in which participants are seen.as
1nd1v1dua1s as opposed to social roles. '

Given th1s pos1t1on Anderson "onc1udes, "1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on 1s v1rtua11y
° .

synonomous with re1at1onsh1p‘COmmun1cat1on wlg T

A second approach in def1n1ng 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on is.that of weaver 's

set of41nterpersona1 communication cr1ter,on‘ These criterion are:

S

v . v
5

“and commun1cat1on as these actions have pub]lc ram1f1cat1ons, (3) mon1tor1ng act1ons'

ld -

1 conceptua11zed further by M111er as psycho]og1ca1 rather than soc1a1 .',;.' . o o
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* TABLE 1: FOUR DEFINITIONS OF PUBLIC RELATIONS IN =+ = * & - - |
"7 7 THE MOST WIDELY ADOPTED. PUBLIC. RELATIONS TEXTS : I e

.
‘ » . e !
A : .o L \
. I . . . . . - ‘i
. R - . . . ¢
. . ’ . A . . f

A\

<. .

L o A R . T . . . : o lf"_ . N
_Author(s) o LJitle o . S L Definition -
_ . P . A o ; N “.". o ' S

: , |

chotf_Cut1iﬁ & . “Effective Public Relations~ - R the ,pTanned effort to- influence opinion through ~ -
.Allen Center o : S ‘good” character @nd.responsib1e performance based on . o
I . i s i mutually satisjactory communicarion. : -l B

. Douglas Newsom This Is PR: The Realities ~ - . . %responsi ility and reSponE'VeneSS,in policy and
& Alan Scott - Of PR S s - information to ithe best intérests of the institution '
e .o R -~ and its publics, The pubtic relations practitioner
©~is the intermediary between the interest represented -
.. <" - and all. of the‘%ﬂvb£Ved publics, Public relations: = [
7 - .involves research into all audiences, ‘recéiving infor- -
' - mation from them,.advising management of attitudes o
, o ) : © . and responses, helping-set pdlicy that will demonstrate
. L s : - '+ a responsible’attention tor hese attitudes and responses,
’ ' ‘ " and constantly evaluating the effectivenss of PR -programs.

X3
)

. A. | : ' ) . &‘

1i a-plannéd effort or management function; )
the. relationship between an organization and its
ptiblics; - P | '

-~ .

" Raymond Simon = * Public Relations: 1
’ 2
. . * : ' . . . (_/v: - . L] - .
AV T , 3. evaluation of public attitudes and opinions;
5

Concepts and Practices

»

.. ‘an organization's palicies, procedures, and actions
as’ they relate to said organization's .publics; .
steps tdken to ensure that said policies,. proceduyes,

. - . -and: actions are .in the public interest-and socially - .

. o responsible; - L . : R
‘ : 6. execution of an action and/or communication program;

: = +and ST ' S ' S
TR - 7. development of rapport, goodwill, understanding; ' -
o o  and acceptance as the chief end result sought
‘ . I : o by public relations. actjvities. T

.
=,

g

* Allen Center , Publdqc Relations - ... the planned efforts to create mutually satis-
. and Frank Walsh Practices: Case ° . factory communication between an-organization and-
‘ Studies v A - those pubfic groups on which the organization's success
N BRE : or failure depends. - e g

. . ) . : . ‘ N . hd : .
M . . N B - . 4 N N . >

Poved by £
[ . R R . 5 . . . . . : L N \ . .
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) involves two or more people; . R

) -involves .feedback; . f o !

) need not be face-to-face; ~ N = -

) need not be. intentional; : - : ' © o

) produces some effect; ‘ . T \\

) need not invo]ve;words; '

5 ; is effected by context: and
is affected by noise. 19

o » -
(s
. . . .
S NN S

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

.
LI PR

These cr1ter1on are -of. 1nterest here because they do dispel some 1nterpersona1
‘communﬁcat1on m1sconcept1ons One m1sconCLpt1on of 1nterpersona1 commuh1cat1on is o L

that it concerns Jtouch1ng and fee]ing 'Interpersona] commuhqéat1on is thought to .
N

3

‘enhance tnd1v1dua1s, se1f concepts if on]ybthey wou]d 1earnsmhg sk111s to do so.

a+

Skills suggested 1nc1ude 11sten1ng actively, espec1a11y for the "feelings" rather e

than the Tnformatlon conta1ned in messages. ' T .

>

Weaver's criterion suggests otherwise. Rather than interpersona1 communication y
\
concern1ng touch1ng and fee11ng or produc1ng any effect tied to: anyth1ng, ‘Weaver's

r

'cr1ter1on\reduces the v1ew that senders and/or receivers p.an or 1ntend Instead
part1c1padts may not be consc1ous that there is 1ndeed to be an effect —
Also, the Weaver criterion ass1sts dispelling the not1on that 1nterpersona1

commun1catd n concerns gett1ng to know the other (s) 1nt1mate1y, more bluntly

"1earn1ng better dat1ng sk111s Dev1to, for 1nstance, supports th1s

[ Y

expressed a

a

v1ew by 1nc1ud1ng in his basic text un1ts on fr1endsh1p and Tove in 1nterpersona1 o

g 20 -
relationships. The Weaver cr1ter1on suggests ne1ther romance or any reward for *®
) | ' . . .
communicatin 1nterpersona11y o : . N

o

|

sl
~Weaver's 1nterpevsona1 cr1ter|on 1nvo]v1ng two or more-people, not necessar11y

facé-Fo face reduces furtner the dat1nd onus. Th1s is 1mportant becaiise wh11e -

o

pubtﬂc re1at ons has as'a un1form obJect1ve estaB11sh.ng goodw111'and understand1ng

'H‘ ’

';~and cceptance of "the organ1zat1on, pub11c re]at1ons funct1ons are not a1ways fr1end1y

or romantic.}t. ' o, R

3




"public ReTations and Interpersonad Communjcatibn _ . ‘#

In reviewing both pub11cfrelat1ons and 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on Titerature,
1

pub11c re]ac1ons may ‘be’ related to 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on in three ways: PubTic

re]at1ons is two-way commun1cat1on -PubTic relations is persona], and, pub11c re1at1ons

b Pt

1s re1at1ona1 - o g ' IR
. ? /

Pub11r re]at1ons is two way commun1cat1on, Pub]ic relations is defined actross

’

“ the board as two-way communication or descr1bed W1th such similar term1no?oqy as
mutua] understand1nq, sat1sfactory coﬁmun1cat1on, and soc1a1 respons1veness Newsom -
and Scott dep1ct "respons1b111ty and respons1veness;"zq Simon’ lists @s elements

.steps taken to ensure that ac§1ons are 1n the public interest-as well as acting and/or

oerhaps.the highest persuasive pur, ses,

commun1cat1ng 22. Even in act1v1t1es havﬁn

~as for examp]e the’ funct1on to nage social conomic, and po1itica1 issues as the

~do or may affect corporate obJec 1ves, public re 't1ons focuses on the two-way cor. wni-
cat1on ,y "1nst1tut|0ns, corpora'1ons, and nonpro it organ1zat1ons part1c1pate as -
11steners and as advocates in soc al d1a1ogue on v1ta “issues. 2? L ) ‘ .
' Interpersona]'commun1cat1on e pﬂa1ns th1s two way ommun1cat1on 1n pub11c o {
urelat1ons. F1rst, 1nterpersona1 co un1cat1on does not gtend that there be some L
effect. accord1ng to Neavér In contrast mass commun1cat on 1s to evoke a part1cu1ar
‘‘response. 24 - What effect is ach1eve is the product of an ex hange character1zed as_
“deve]opmenta]" or - "coord1nated " The pub11c relations 1s ne‘ot1ated A]though

Y

there may be preconcerved goals and- bJect1ves these become me dified and shaped as the

) as well ‘as

<

public re]at1ons pract1oner and 1nteHPa1 (emp]oyees for examp]

'
1

externa] pub11cs 1nteract

Public re]at1ons image bu11d1ng, a popular myth about the f1e1d may suggest
some- intended effect, but the rea]ity is expressed\c]ear]y by Southwestern Bell:
practitdonér Jim Pattillo who states: .

L B ’
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A1l the image bu1]d1ng goes down the dra1n for the telephone
industry the very first time the customer starts ‘having a
hard time w§gh his te1°phone service or w1th company repre-
sentatives. ) -

The lack of contro] in evok1ng part1cu1ar responses is in fact in: pub11c

relations literature a source of frustrat1on, as pract1t1oners want more and more

. to test the effect1veness and eff1c1ency of their actions.

Pub11c re]at1ons 1s49ersona1 commun1cat1on In reference to the level of

~‘comﬁhn1cat1on d1scussed public re1at1ons funct1ons are psycho1og1ca1 rather than

’ 3

lsoc1a1 persona] rather than 1mpersona1 Psycho]og1ca11y, public re]at1ons has

-been dep1cted as . . “the buffer zone, the no man's 1and in which public relations

practitioners so often f1nd themselves in try1ng to estab11sh and maintain *

cred1b11Qﬁy n2b S ) =

This buffer zone may be connected to the organ1zat1ona1 communication concepts
¢ .

of "linking pin" or "boundary spann1ng act1v1t1es The Tinking pin concept

describes the individual occupying pos1t1ons both in the organ1zat1on and in some

'externa1 system. .27 .Boundary spahning nieans that the 1nd1v1dua1 acts to transfer

1nformat1on between two systems 28

N

The buffpr zone or Tinking p1n concepts, howeverj; needs further cons1derat1on
at the interpersonal commun1cat1on 1eVe1 How does, for instance, the 1nd1v1dua1
manage to operate in two separate epvironments? The public relations literature
is suggestiVezof the practitioner I’medi'a:ting" and "interpreting." As with Miller's
socia1 rather than-psycho1ogica1 norms, public relations functions begin with !
1dent1fy1ng social ob3ect1ves - the social norms, ﬁnd social 1nterests to wh1ch

corporate behavior should be responsive. Public re1at1ons pract1t1oners, ‘however,

" do not function success?u11y mere1y be enatting social or even organ1zat1ona11y--

spcified ro1es Instead, somehow the practitioner must move beyond these roles

Q

'to the 1nd1v1dua1 act1ons that are capable of creat1ng as well as ma1nta1n1ng

’

. re]at1ons, somet1mes w1th pecp1e who have few common purposes or understand1ngs

S
-
’

- z

11
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‘~Dai{y has provided some psycho1ogica1'variab1es that may -describg what is
’1mportant to pract1t1oners to br1dge between corporate and pu§11c(s) 1nterests
In measur1nq the responses of research and deve]opment team members to transferr1nq
in outs1de \nformat1on, Da11y found stronq re]at1onsh1ps to’ boundary spann1ng between‘
1ocus of‘control, job sat1sfact1on,'1nd1vrdua1 mot1vat1on, percept1on of group '
cohesiveness and collaboration, task uncertainty, and individua1'productivityt ;
Eor exampie, as one's 1ocus'of'contro1 became more ini» rnalized, boundary spanning,
activitiesincreased.?9 . | | .
Pubjic'relations isvpersona1 rather‘than impersonal. Although there is social
science technology available to do pubﬂic opinion po]]inqt content’anaJysis, and
exper1menta1 research -- all at 1mpersona1 distances, the public r°1at1ons persdn‘
, must st111 learn 1nformat1on from others by such abilities as "good character
,Center and Walsh>state about character: "'You can't make a silk purse out of a
sow's ear'(isvsti11 true..."30 |

. Public relations is re]ationaE;L,Re1ationa1 communication as interpersonal *

+

communication cencerns oroviding information between communicants beyond content.

§h1s 1nformat1on is the product of the on-going communication among the part1c1pants
*Comp]ementar1ty and symmetry have been suggested as centra] cencepts. 31

Institutions, accord1ng to the PRSA definitien must -develop eftectjvesrelations

with emp1oyees, members, customers, 1oca1 communities, shareho]ders,'other institu- |

tiOns, and with society at lTarge. These relations are on-going because instdtutions
~are dependent on such publics in order to achieve goa1s Public relations pioneer -
Edward Bernays specifies that the puhllg're1at1ons funct1on concerns knowledge
and understand1ng of “human re1at1onsh1ps 32 Cutlip and Center define commun1cat1on *
as vy process that requires a m1n1mum of two peop]e com1ng toqether in.an 1nformat1on
sharing re1at1onsh1p, using a set of common information s1qns 33 These perspect1ves*
describe a domain in public relations communication beyond symbo11z1ng and exhanging --

to how the exchanges become distinguishable over time, distinguishable as the _

individuals-in the relationships.

W 12
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The re]at1ona1 perspect1ve exp1a1ns why perhaps the public re1at1ons function

conce1ves on1y to main re1at1ons rather than such goals as 1nf1uenc1ng or 1nf0rm1ng

/;
The pract1t1oner &hd the 1nvest1gatory reporter ma struggle not over-: the control

\
of. messages, but 1nstead ‘over the definition of_the.re1at1onsh1p.
. - / -

Summary e

Public relations conceptua11y tied to 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on is Timited

g

to cont1nu1ng theoret1ca1' d1SCUSS10n and various def1n1t1ons of the terms This

4

paper, however, proposes three ]1nkages,because public relations is two-way ‘communi-

.

cation; public relations is personal communication; and public relations is relational
communication. - . ) ' AR
The public relations practitioner is first of all a commun1cator / - Too often

public relations writers get bogged down w1th the act1v1t1es of pub11c relations,

2

such as feature stories, speeches and nfws releases. Stepp1ng back and examining

" the function and processes of public relations there: 1ooks to .be an enormous communi-

cation domain. . h

-«

Elwood Murray is reputed to have 1ntroduced the term 1nterpersona1 communication,

having employed it f1rst in T1s 1938 book entitled The Speech Persanahty,33 The-

‘term used was'"huTan re1at1ons,” and def1ned as having to do with the 1nteract1ng of

persons as they carpy on their, various activities of living.. >

In an account by C11ne, Murray revealed that his 1nterest in person -to- person
re1at10ns began because he adm1rec his father, a cattle baron shipper andvﬁegotlator,

who operated in, centra] Nebraska.
,’»

3 b
As a twelve-year old boy, ‘Murray recalled, I. admired the way
my father could mix, with the 1OCa1 farmers and make each one
of them fee] more 1mportant

Murray' s description of 1nterpersona1 communication as the ability to mix, "to -

°

make them feel 1mportant,“ squests a commun1cat1pn skill that is descriptive of

3

public relations efforts -- it is intentional and persuas1ve in objective:.
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